5-i                     PUBLIC WORSHIP BILL.
had expressly been expunged and repudiated; whether these innovations or retrogressions can be squeezed into our services without actual violation of the law, or whether they can be squeezed out of them without setting at defiance all rules of interpretation, logic, common sense, and usage; all these points have been so sufficiently and exhaustively argued, as to need no further notice here. The questions immediately before us ai*e, whether there are any pleas or reasons whereby the bishops would be justified in exercising their discretionary powers in favour of the Ritualists, by refusing to allow the Public Worship Bill to be put in force against them, and whether Churchmen would be justified in acquiescing in such a course; or whether, supposing the question to be somehow or other, by hook or by crook, decided in their favour, we should, as children of the Reformation, be justified in allowing this laxity of expression., these possibilities of interpretation, these legal technicalities, to leave the way open for the retention of these practices, and the doctrines which they symbolise and establish?
1 Supposing the Courts should admit the possibility of interpretation to be such as practically to exclude any interpretation at all, or supposing that, as in the Bennett case, they laid down a definite interpretation, but required that the offence alleged should be couched in words admitting of no other sense ; then the question is whether we can acquiesce in such vague legality, which requires such an impossible amount of proof as to the meaning of the law and as to the character of the offence, as to render conviction almost impossible ? Or whether we should demand such a definite explanation of the subject as may place both the law and the offence beyond the possibility of being explained away ? or, to state the matter more shortly, whether there are any reasons why those who
1 See note F.